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It would seem that a person who enters the armed forces
of a foreign power, in such circumstances as to necessitate his
indefinite residence in the foreign country, acquires a new
domicil there.1
r    The burden^ of proof that lies upon those who allege a Burden of
I change of domicil varies with the circumstances. In this con- Proof
f. nexion there aretwg^bservations that may be made.
'      First, Englisnjudges have taken the view that it requires Abandon-
far stronger evidence to establish the abandonment of a domicil J^Sdfof
of origin in favour of a fresh domicil than to establish a change origin
from one domicil of choice to another.2
Secondly, and by way of contrast, there is authority for the change
view that a change of domicil from one country to another *°™t™e
under the same sovereign, as from Jersey or Scotland to another
England, is more easily proved than a change to a foreign
country.3 It is not lightly to be inferred that a man intends to
settle permanently in a country where he will possess the status
of an alien, with all the difficulties and conflict of duties that
such a status involves.
It is important to appreciate, however, that nationality and change of
domicil are two different conceptions and that a man mayJ^J1^*
change the latter without divesting himself of his nationality.4 on change
There is no rule that he must intend quatenus in illo exuere
patriani) despite a short flirtation with the suggestion by certain
of the earlier judges.5
*A change of domicil is not a condition of naturalization, and
naturalization does not necessarily involve a change of domicil.'6
An Englishman may remain an Englishman in the sense
that his allegiance renders him subject to certain duties to the
Crown, and yet he may so change his residence that many of
1	In re Mitchell, ex pane Cunningham (i 8 84), 13 Q.B.D. 418, 421, as quali-
fied by the earlier remarks of Page Wood V.C. in Forbes v. Forbes (1854), Kay
341, 356.
2	Infra, p. 186.
3	Whicker v. Hume (1858), 7 H.L.C. 124, 159, per Lord Cranworth;
approved by Lord Chelmsford, Moorhouse v. Lord (1863), 10 H.L.C 272,
287.
4	Boldrini v. Eoldrini, [1932] P. 9, 15; Bradfietd v. Swaitton, (1931) Ir.R.
446. For the converse case of a change of nationality without a change of domicil,
Wahlv.A.-G. (1932), 147 L,T. 382.
5	Pollock C.B. in A.-G. v. Waklstatt (1864), 3 H. & C. 374, 387; Lords
Cranworth and Kingsdown in Mwrkouse v.Lord(\863), 10 H.L.C. 272. See the
discussion by Westlake, Private International Law (4th ed.), pp. 328-35.
6	Wahl v. ^.-G. (1932), 147 L.T. 382, per Lord Atkin,

